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Fall Quarter
Issue #45

AGENDA FOR THE FALL QUARTER UNIVERSITY FACULTY MEETING
Tuesday, November 14, 1989
Medical School Auditorium (120 Medical Sciences), 3:30-5:30 p.m.

I. Call to Order, James Sayer
II. Approval of the Minutes of the Spring Quarter General Faculty Meeting of May 9, 1989
Ill. Committee
A.
B.
C.

Reports:
Faculty Vice President: James Sayer
General Education: Lillie Howard
Central Administration: Paige Mulhollan

IV.Old Business
V.New Business
A. Approval of Candidates for August and December 1989 Graduation (List on file in
Registrar's Office)
B. Approval of Resolution:
"The WSU faculty reaffirms its constitutional right to decide the academic
calendar in consultation with the President of the university following due
deliberation and a vote of the faculty."
C. Possible Motion from Academic Council Regarding the Semester System
VI .Announcements
VI I.Adjournment
*Agenda Committee
Sayer, James; LA, Fae. VP (Chair)
Ahmad, Khurshid; COBA
Barclay, Allan; SOPP
Brady, Leslie; Lake Campus
Fichtenbaum, Rudy; Fae. VP Elect

Fortman, John; S & M
Henderson, Phyllis; CEHS
Hura, Gurdeep; Egr. & CS
Jentleson, Donald; SOM
Sirkin, Mark; LA
Sullivan, Jean; SON

87~~39

GENERAL FACULTY MEETING
SPRING QUARTER
May 9, 1989

I.

The Spring Quarter General Faculty Meeting was called to order
at 3:30 p.m. by University Faculty Vice-President Alphonso
Smith.

II.

The minutes of the Winter Quarter General Faculty Meeting of
February 14, 1989, were approved as distributed.

III.

Mr. Smith requested a motion to suspend the agenda's order of
business. There being no objection, the motion was approved.

IV.

Report of the President, Paige Mulhollan reporting:
A.

School of Nursing Dean. Jeanette Lancaster, Dean of the
School of Nursing, has accepted the position of Dean of
Nursing at the University of Virginia, effective late
summer.

B.

Budget.
President
Mulhollan
discussed
the budget
situation in Columbus.
The Senate has scheduled its vote
on the House of Representative's budget bill, HB 111, on
the week of May 22. It will then be forwarded to a joint
committee to make final adjustments between the House of
Representatives and the Senate versions beginning on or
about the Labor Day break.
The adjournment date of the
House of Representatives has been announced as June 15, so
a budget outcome should be received by mid-June if all of
the deadlines that have been built into the system work,
and if the governor doesn't veto the entire thing before he
departs for the far east in mid-June.

c.

Benefits.
benefits,
reasons.

P. Mulhollan stated that on the question of
there are bound to be disagreements for various

The problem is that the costs of health care benefits are
out of control and there is nothing thusfar that anyone can
figure out what to do about it. It is not a unique problem
of WSU; it is a national problem. Many believe that within
two years this crisis will produce a very substantial and
radical
national
solution,
because institutional and
corporate America cannot continue to support the kind of
incremental changes in health care that have been occurring
on an annual basis. It is a terribly complicated problem;
within a health-care benefit package there are almost
countless variables.
This year Donald Pabst and his Benefits Subcommittee were
invited to attend every meeting of the University business
staff with all of the vendors involved, so they could hear
the presentation and figures at the same time as the
administration.
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The administration produced a draft plan of action for the
subcommittee's response in late February or early March.
The
result
was that the UBRC returned a series of
recommendations responding to the draft.
The following
report is the outcome of the administration's proposal, the
financial
realities,
and
the
UBRC
subcommittee's
recommendations as to the plan for the coming year:
1. No coverage
the same.

modification.

2. Four
basic
wavs to
health-care package:
a)
b)
c)
d)

try

The coverage will remain
to

save

money

in

the

Increase the deductible.
Increase the payment of co-insurance.
Add health management factors.
Add contribution factor.

3. Establish flexible spending account.
4. Prescriptions.
The
changed; however, a
will be offered.

present coverage will not be
voluntary alternative program

5. Nursing
Home
Insurance
Coverage.
An optional
long-term nursing home insurance coverage will be
added by July 1, 1990 if such a policy is available.
The new health-care benefit package will be effective
July 1, 1989.
President Mulhollan will appoint a
standing
University
committee composed of faculty,
classified
staff,
and
unclassified staff to meet
regularly on a standing basis, to be involved in all of
the ongoing studies initiated in regard to the benefit
program.

v.

Committee Reports:
A.

Steering Commitee, Alphonso Smith reporting:
1. Revisions
of
the
Constitution
and
Bylaws.
The
committee discussed the revisions of the constitution
and bylaws.
(See New Business of these minutes.)
2. Promotion
& Tenure Document.
The Faculty Affairs
Committee may present a document to the Academic Council
at the June 5 meeting.
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3. Salarv
Ineqyity
Appeals.
The Steering Committee
discussed salary inequity appeals. It is now being
reviewed by the Faculty Affairs Committee and will be
presented to the Academic Council at the June 5 meeting.
Management
& General
Education.
The
committee
has
spent
considerable
time discussing
enrollment management and general education; it supports
both issues.
Vice President Hathaway has appointed a
task force to address the general education issues that
need to be worked out.

4. Enrollment

5. Dron

Date Policy.
The Drop Date Policy will be on
the agenda for the 1989-90 Steering Comittee.

6. Sexual

Harassment
Policy.
The Steering Committee
approved and presented a Sexual Harassment Policy to the
Academic Council. A statement concerning implementation
of the policy has been mailed to the faculty.

7.

wsu

Benefits.
The
committee
Health
considerable time discussing the University's
health-care
cost and its effect on all
{Reference reports of President Mulhollan
Ballantine, UBRC, of these minutes.)

has spent
increasing
employees.
and Jeanne

8. University

Librarv
Committee
Revision
of Facultv
Constitution and Bylaws.
The Faculty Constitution and
Bylaws have been revised to clarify the role, the
constituency, and the jurisdiction of the University
Library Committee.
The Steering Committee requests the
faculty's support of the revision.

::r~~..,
9. P....,

~4rl'y,
·

Policy.
In the spring of 19818
the Academic Council approved a Patent and Copyright
Policy.
It is no~~viewed by the Board of
..!l':rttstees. a-~
/

10. Reviews.
This has been a year of reviews: the
quadrennial, several deans, and one vice-president. The
Steering Committee is working on a Comprehensive Review
Policy that would determine dates of reviews.
11. Announcement:
WSU's
25th Anniversary • Next year is
WSU's
25th anniversary.
Alphonso Smith encouraged
enthusiastic
support
of the year-long celebrations
planned to commemorate the event.
12. Agenda Issues of Next Year:
Enrollment management,
academic advising & retention, general education, and
health-care & benefits will be addressed by the Steering
Committee during the coming year.
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B.

Building & Grounds, Carl Maneri reporting:
1. Capital Plan.
The main purpose of the Building &
Grounds Committee is the consideration of the capital
plan as it is presented to the Board of Regents. Bob
Fenning will present the final version of the plan, then
the committee will make a recommendation to the Board of
Trustees.
The main features will be:
1) a campus services
building, 2) renovations of vacated space, and 3) an
academic building for departments related to the School
of Nursing.
These changes involve a number of improvements on the
campus.
There will be an increase in the number of
classrooms, computer stations around the campus, and
student
and faculty lounge spaces.
The extremely
complicated
issues arise from the reprogramming of
vacated space.
2. Campus Road Names.
Some of the campus roads are to be
Suggestions are encouraged and will be
renamed.
presented by Carl Maneri to the Building & Grounds
Committee, then forwarded to the Board of Trustees.
3. Facilities
Master
Plan.
The Buildings & Grounds
Committee will participate in the new facilities master
plan next year.
4. Campus
Beautification
Committee.
The
Campus
Beautification Committee has been reactivated this year
and is considering, among other beautification issues,
the paths in the woods.

c.

University Budget Review, Jeanne Ballantine reporting:
1. At the February 21 meeting,
James Sayer presented a
Salary
Subcommittee
Report
{Attachment
A)
which
recommended a 6% salary increase and that 2% be set
aside for fringe benefits.
The salary recommendation
was accepted by the administration, but the benefits
portion was not.
2. Early
Retirement.
At the March 14 UBRC meeting,
Richard Williams presented a preliminary report on early
retirement. Copies of the report are available in the
University Faculty Office.
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3. Fringe
Benefits
Subcommittee.
At the April 11
meeting, Donald Pabst reported that the Fringe Benefits
Subcommittee
had
been
given a proposal from the
administration
concerning
co-payments,
deductibles,
etc.
After studying the document, the committee
responded with some recommendations and modifications
which the UBRC endorsed unanimously. The administation
presented the Council of Deans and the Academic Council
with some modifications of the original proposal. The
UBRC discussed the latest proposal and agreed that
several of the committee's recommendations had not been
included in the proposal.
Dr. Spanier discussed the
proposal with the committee as P. Mulhollan and C.
Hathaway were unable to attend the meeting
4. Summer Budget.
At the May 2 meeting, the committee
discussed the summer budget. Willard Hutzel presented
figures related to summer enrollments. The committee
explored the possibility of expanding summer offerings
to
alleviate
overcrowding in many of the general
education and major courses. A recommendation from the
committee will be forthcoming.
D.

Fringe Benefits Subcommittee, Donald Pabst reporting:
The committee met regularly, starting in early January,
primarily
updating itself on all of the developments
concerning
fringe
benefits.
The committee realized
immediately
that
it
was
going to be a difficult,
challenging, and frustrating situation because of the many
factors, in part, beyond the control of employees and the
impact upon the fringe benefit package. Several of the
members
of
the
committee
had consulted with their
colleagues for suggestions concerning improving the fringe
benefits.
Unfortunately, this was not the year in which
many of those could even be considered because of the
problems to be faced with the existing benefits. However,
the committee did make some suggestions, specifically, the
one for long-term nursing care which the administration has
accepted.
The work of the committee was primarily that of responding
to rapid changing information from the insurance carrier
and everyone's reaction. The provisions that the President
outlined earlier in this meeting are the conclusions made
by the proposals made by the administration, made by
members of the subcommittee, and the subcommittee itself.
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On the basis of the president's presentation (today's
meeting), it would appear there is agreement on most of the
proposals, except for the one involving
the employee
payments.
The final recommendation by the subcommittee
involved a total employee contribution of $600--a net cost
of
zero
to
the
employees
electing
the dependent
coverage.
The president's final plan has a $900 total
contribution
by
the
employees
requesting
dependent
coverage, but then is reduced by the University's $600
contribution, making the net cost for dependent coverage
$300.
n

The committee is pleased to hear the mail-order drug plan
will be on a voluntary basis: however, there are problems
in the number of prescriptions and the extent of processing
necessary.
Salary Subcommittee, James Sayer reporting:
Mr. Sayer highlighted the recommendations made to the
UBRC
from
the
Salary
Subcommittee, February 21,
(Attachment
A, page 2) and the rationale for the
recommendations (Attachment A, page 4).
With
reference to the President Mulhollan's fringe
benefits report on the health care package (today's
meeting), Mr. Sayer stated that "for absolute clarity o:r:i
the part of the University faculty, the University
Budget Review Committee is not at all happy with that
proposal,
especially
the
notion
of
employee
contribution."
A concern of the UBRC is that if these costs continue to
escalate, they should not automatically be passed on to
the faculty and staff because with those employees
contributions ($25 for individual coverage and $50 for
family),there is a regressive tax. These contributions
are paid regardless of income.
Mr. Sayer stated that he would recommend (at the end of
this meeting when he is officially the 1989-90 Faculty
Vice-President) that instead of the president of the
University appointing the standing committee to look at
health
care,
and
since
this is the appropriate
constitutional province of the UBRC, that a permanent
standing committee on health care of UBRC be appointed
whose membership might be jointly agreed upon by faculty
leadership and the University president.
UBRC
Member
Report:
John
Talbott,
UBRC member,
discussed
his perception of the problems that the UBRC
and the general faculty have had with the administration
during the past several years.
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E.

Library and
Student Affairs Committee Reports. Alphonso
Smith announced that committee reports of Library and
Student Affairs will be inserted as attachments to these
minutes. (Attachments B & c.)

F.

Faculty Affairs. Manley Perkel reporting:
1. Promotion & Tenure Document. Since the Winter Quarter
University Faculty Meeting, the primary business of the
FAC has been the P & T document which was submitted to
the Academic Council last week and will be voted on next
month.
Two open hearings were held in April, and numerous
comments and suggestions were received in writing. All
of
the
input was considered by the FAC
before
submission of the final draft to the Academic Council.
The FAC met with Charles Hathaway,
James Sayer, and Rudy Fichtenbaum on
discussion, the committee reached an
has decided to recommend some changes
amendment to the document when it
month.

Richard Millman,
May 8. From that
accommodation and
in the form of an
is presented next

2. Salary Inequities Procedures.
The FAC has redrafted
the Salaries Inequities Procedures Policy which was
suspended by the Board of Trustees in December. This
draft, which is still under discussion by the FAC, is
nearly completed and will be forwarded to the Academic
Council next month.
3. Harassment & Discrimination.
A subcommittee formed
last
quarter
to
review the University policy on
harassment and discrimination has completed its work and
the steering Committee has recommendations. These will
be presented to the Academic Council in June.
4. Salary
Ineauities
Investigating
Committee.
The
committee has completed its work and has submitted its
report
and
recommendations to the Faculty Affairs
Committee.
The FAC has, in turn, forwarded copies of
the report and recommendations as prescribed in the
Salary Inequities Appeal Policy in effect when the
appeal was initiated.
G.

Quadrennial Review Committee.
A. Smith stated that he
would accept James Walker's earlier comments concerning the
proposed revisions to the constitution and bylaws as the
committee's
final
report (see New Business of these
minutes).
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IV.

New Business:
A.

A suspension of the rules was approved to allow a vote
taken on the following items of business:

B.

Proposed
Revisions
to
the
Constitution
& Bylaws.
Alphonso Smith reviewed the proposed revisions to the
constitution & bylaws (Attachment A, May 9 AC Agenda).
Discussion:
James Walker, Chair, Quadrennial Review
Committee, voiced the committee's support for adoption
of the changes to the constitution and bylaws (making an
amended version of the report of the Quadrennial Review
Committee).
Discussion ensued concerning the proposed
increased number of Academic Council representatives.
Question
vote.

c.

was

called.

Motion

approved

Approval of List of June 1989 Graduates.
available in the Office of the Registrar.
A motion was made, seconded,
list of June 1989 graduates.

VI.

was

and

by

a voice

The list is

passed to approve the

Election
Announcement
of
Faculty
Vice
President-Elect.
Alphonso Smith announced that Rudy Fichtenbaum was elected
Faculty Vice President-Elect for the coming academic year.
Alphonso Smith presented the gavel to James Sayer, 1989-90
Faculty Vice President, who presided over the remainder of the
meeting.
As his first official responsibility, Mr. Sayer asked
that President Mulhollan and he schedule a meeting to appoint a
standing Health-Care Committee

VII.

Announcements and Special Reports:
A.

General Education Review, Herbert Neve reporting:
The new General Education Program was implemented Fall
1987.
Wright State University is far ahead of most
universities in the development of this kind of change, not
only in the state, but throughout the nation.
The new
categories inaugurated and initiated were Communication and
Mathematical Skills (11 hours), The Western Experience (15
hours),
The
Nonwestern
World
(6
hours),
and The
Understanding of the Contemporary World (25 hours)--a total
of 57 hours which was an addition of 10 hours compared to
the previous requirement. The impact upon the students has
been significant.
The first bienniel review of the General Education Review
Subcommittee has been distributed to faculty. The data for
five quarters, included in this review, emphasizes the
quality of the program.
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B.

University
reporting:

Task

Force

The
three
areas
the
Developmental
Education,
Education.

on

Assessment,

Richard

Millman

task
force was charged were
Freshman English, and General

Developmental Education.
The basic idea will be to add
exit
testing
at the end of the three developmental
educational courses and an overall assessment by members of
the staff. There will be an alumni study. The cost for the
developmental education assessment will be $2,200.
Freshman English.
In English 102 there will be a timed
final essay of work derived from course material. There
will
be a writing program assessment by a committee
composed of people in the English department. The cost of
this, which assumes an increase in stipend for the GTA's
and adjuncts in English, would be a total of $80,000.
(The
committee neither endorses nor discourages the increase in
the stipend, but it is included as part of the report.
General Education.
The general education assessment will
be to restructure the General Education Review Committee,
and the key will not be data gathering, but rather the
interpretation of data gathering.
The four specific items
are to make sure that everybody understands what the goals
are, the resources that are available, the key point is the
performance, and then the outcomes. This will be done on a
bienniel and a quadrennial cycle.
The cost of general
education is zero dollars.
The cost is under $100,000 for the total package. A report
will be submitted to Vice-President Hathaway within a
month.

c.

Appreciation.
On behalf of the general faculty, James
Sayer expressed appreciation to Alphonso Smith for having
served as Faculty Vice-President for the past year.

VIII. Adjournment.
The meeting adjourned at 5:22 p.m. The Fall
Quarter University Faculty Meeting is scheduled for Tuesday,
November 14, 1989, Medical School Auditorium (120 Medical
Sciences), 3:30-5:30 p.m.
jl
Attachments
Note:
The School of Graduate Studies and Graduate Council
Annual Report is on file in the University Faculty Office.

WRIGHT
STATE

Office of the University Faculty
032 Rike Hall
513/873-2039

Wright State University
Dayton, Ohio 45435

UBRC Report to General Faculty Meeting
May 9, 1989

1. Salary Subcommittee Report
2. Salary Increment Figures
3. Rizzo Report
4. Analysis of Projected 88-89 Salaries for Ohio Public Universities
5. Ohio Public Universities' Projected Salaries for 88-89, by Rank

ATTACHMENT A
Page ,1 of 6

1.

SALARY SUBCOMMITI'EE RECOMMENDATIONS
1989-1990
UNIVERSITY BUDGET REVIEW COMMITI'EE

COMPENSATION PROPOSAL FOR FACUL'IY/STAFF:

•

•

An 8% total compensation package

•

approximate 6% salary pool

•

approximate 2% increase to cover insurance costs

Total Cost: $3.5 million (each 1% increase in salartes =$438,000; our
insurance "problem" may cost $1 million to cover)

FUNDING 11-IE PROPOSAL

Note:

•

A 10% increase in tuition (yield: $3 million)

•

Increase in subsidy monies from the state

•

A one-year freeze on non-personnel budgets

The Salary Subcommittee recognizes that the situation pertaining to our fringe
benefits package appears to worsen each year, but it is much too late at this
point (benefits booklets were just distributed last week) to make changes for
the next academic year. The UBRC should pledge itself to work closely with
the Central Administration for the following year to develop appropriate
fringe benefits alternatives (ex: cafeteria plan, HMO. increased deductible.
etc.)

February 21, 1989
Salary Subcommittee:
Donald Pabst
Jim Sayer (Chair)
John Talbott
Dick Williams
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IMPACT ON "REAL" SALARY INCREMENT AT DIFFERENT SALARY LEVELS
ASSUMING A 6% NOMINAL INCREASE ANO $460 INCREASE IN HEALTH COST
Current Salary
$15,000 $20,000 $25,000 $30,000 $35,000 $40,000 $45,000 $50,000 $55,000 $60,000 $70,000 $00,000 $90,nno fJn0,000
$1;, 000
f·S, ·IOO
$4,800
$3,300 $3,600
$4,200
6% raise
$900
$2,700
$3,000
$1,200
$1,500
$1,000
$2,400
$2,100
New Salary
$15,900 $21,200 $26,500 $31,000 $37, 100 $42,400 $47,700 $53,000 $58,300 $63,600 $74,200 $04,800 $95 , .100 • t 0°;, ono
$460
$•160
$460
$460
$460
$460
$460
$460
$460
$460
$460
$460
Add. E"'flloy.e Health Cost
$460
$460
$0
$0
$0
$()
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
Contribution to FSA
$0
$0
$0
fS,540
$4,340
$4' '340
$3,740
$2,840 $3,140
Raise •inus Add. Cost
$440
$740
$1,040
$1,940
$2,240
$2,540
$1,340
$1,640
5.54%
5 . 49::
5.43%
5.34%
"Real" Raise before taK
5.16%
5.23%
4.98%
2.93%
3.70%
4.16%
4.47%
5.00%
4.69%
4.85%

Current Salary
$15,000 $20,000 $25,000 $30,000 $35,000 $40,000 $45,000 $50,000 $55,000
6% raise
$900
$3,300
$1,200
$2,700
$3,000
$2,400
$1,500
$1,800
$2,100
New Salary
$15,900 $21,200 $26,500 $31,800 $37, 100 $42,400 $47,700 $53,000 $58,300
. $460
Add. E"'Ployee Health Cost
$460
$460
$460
$460
$460
$460
$460
$460
...60
Contribution to FSA
$460
$460
...60
...60
$460
$460
...60
$460
After-taK add health cost
$331
$331
$331
$331
$331
$331
$331
$331
$331
$569
$869
Raise •inus add. a-t cost
$2,969
$1, 169
$1, ..69
$1,769
$2,069
$2,369
$2,669
"Real" Raise aft..- taK
.. . 34%
3.79%
... 69%
5. 407.
4.90%
5 . 17%
5.26%
5 . 34%
5.05%

N

$60,000 $70,000 $80,000 $90,000 $ ]00 ,000
$6 ,000
$5,400
$4,800
$4,200
$3,600
$63,600 $74,200 $04,800 $95,-100 $106 , 000
$460
...60
$460
...60
$460
$460
$460
$460
$460
$460
$331
$331
$331
$331
$331
f.5,f.t .9
$5,069
$4, ..69
$3,869
$3,269
5.67X
5 . 63;:
5 . 59%
5.53%
5.45%

'°

3.
Wrig:it S1a:e L:n:ve·

WRIGHT
STAlE

Cam;>us Comr:''.u:-:·L-

D'(;February 8, 1989
To :
From:

'.;:>

See Distribution
Phil Rizzo, Budget and Regents

Reportingc)~~

s~t::i1ec1. Summary of Fall 1988 IPEDS-AAUP Salary and

C

/

Fringe Benefits Data - Ohio Universities

Attached is the final sum.11ary of the Fa 11, 1988 AAUP r~::iort of salaries and
fringe benefit-; for Ohio Universities that. was prepared from data recently
received from the University of Akron. The University of Cincinnati is included
in this final report.
Wright State•s Fal1, 1988 average salary and compensation rankings among the
eleven Universities are as follows:
Prof.
Average Salary
Average Compensation

5

5

Assoc.
7
7

~-

Instr.
10
10

All RANKS
11
11

Wright State 1 s comparable rankings for Fall 1 1987 are as fol lows:
Average Salary
Average Compensation

Prof.

Assoc.

Asst.

3
3

3
3

3
3

Instr.
10
9

ALL RANKS
9
8

Data relating to the "Average Percent Increase in Salary for Continuing Faculty"
for eleven U.liversities are presented below:
wsu
11 Univ.
Academic Rank Continuing Faculty
% Increase Range
Average Average
Professor
Associate
Assistant
Instructor

ll.6%at
9.5% at
10.2% at
ll.3%at

Wright State
Wright State
Wright State
Ohio State

7.2%
7.3%
8.0%
8.5%

4.2%
4.2%
5.2%
7.4%

ALL RANKS

10.3% at Ohio University to 4.6% at Wright State

7.4%

4. o'."..

Ohio University
Ohio University
Bowling Green
Toledo

to
to
to
to

4.2%
4.2%
5.2%
4.8%

at
at
at
at

Data relating to each branch campus are reported in Table 3.
Main Campus and each respective branch campus location.

Table 2 lists the

PR/jr
*Oistrib:.ition:
Or.
Or.
Or.
Or.
T.

Mulhollan
Hath.:·.;ay
Hutzel
Spanier
Ke1 1er

ATTACHMENT A
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4.

4.

To:

UNIVERSITY BUDGET REVIEW COMMITTEE

From:

Dick Williams

Date:

January 15, 1989

Subject:

ANALYSIS OF PROJECTED 1988-89 SALARIES
FOR OHIO PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES

/ftt/

The following analysis was derived by taking the Akron salary
data on average salaries, by rank,
for public universities in
Ohio and inflating them by the faculty salary percentage in
creases for 1988-89 previously distributed to our corrunittee. The
analysis shows a precipitous drop in Wright State's ranking in
the state for all ranks except Instructor (where WSU already
ranked lOthl. Since the University Administration has previously
expressed satisfaction in the third place ranking achieved in the
1987-88 academic year, this analysis suggests that a salary
increase for 1989-90 which would once again position us in third
place should be a high priority in our budget deliberations.

ATTACHMENT A
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5.

OHIO PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES
PROJECTED SALARIES FOR 1988-89, ev RANK
<CHANGE FROM 1 97-08 IN PARENTHESES>
UNIVERSITY

87-89 AVE
PROFESSOR
$57.9
$53.l
$51.1
$50.8
$50.3
$49.8
$49.2
$48.6
$48.2
$48.0
$47.1

OHIO STATE
CINCINNATI
WRIGHT STATE
CLEVELAND STATE
MIAMI
TOLEDO
AKRON
BOWL ING GREEN
KENT STATE
OHIO UNIVERSITY
YOUNGSTOWN STATE
UNIVERSITY

87-88 AVE
ASSOCIATE
$42.0
$40.0
$39.0
$38.5
$38.4
$38.l
$38.l
$38.0
$37.7
$37.7
$37 .1

OHIO STATE
CINCINNATI
WRIGHT STATE
CLEVELAND STATE
YOUNGSTOWN STATE
BOWLING GP.EEN
MIAMI
TOLEDO
OH IO UN IVERS ITV
AKRON
KENT STATE
UNIVERSITY

87-88 AVE
ASSISTANT

OHIO STATE
AKRON
WRIGHT STATE
MIAMI
TOLEDO
CINCINNATI
CLEVELAND STATE
OHIO UNIVERSITY
KENT STATE
BOMLI NG GREEN
YOUNGSTOWN STATE

$35.3
$32.4
$32.0
$31.3
$31.2
$31.1
$30.9
$30.8
$30.4
$30.3
$29.3

AVERAGE
RANK SAL lNCR
4.0i!
1
2 6.0 +$217
4.0i!
3
7.0%
4
7.0%
5
6.0i!
6
6.0%
7
8.5%
8
8.0%
9
10
2.5%
8.0%
11

PROJECTED
88-89 SAL
$60.216
$56.503
$53.144
$64.356
$53.821
$52.788
$52.152
$52.731
$52.056
$49.200
$50.868

AVERAGE PROJECTED
RANK SAL INCR 88-89 SAL
1
4.0%
2 6.0 +$217
3
4.0%
4
7.0%
5
8.0%
6
8.5%
7.0%
6
6.D%
8
2.5%
9
9
6.0%
11
8.0%

$43.680
$42.617
$40.560
$41. 195
$41. '472
$41. 339
$40.767
$40.280
$38.6'43
$39.962
$40.068

AVERAGE PROJECTED
RANK SAL INCR 88-89 SAL
1
2

3
4
5
6
7

8
9
10
11

'4.0%
6.0%
4.0%
7.0%
6.0i!
6.0 +$217
7.0%
2.5%
8.0i~

8.5%
8.0%

$36.712
$34.344
$33.280
$33.491
$33.072
$33.183
$33.063
$31.570
$32.832
$32.876
$31.644

RANI<
1
2
5

3
4
6
8
7
9

11

10
RANK

CHANGE
<NC>
<NC>
<-2>
(+1)
(+1)
<NC>
(-1)

(+1)
<NC>
<-1)
(+1)
CHANGE

11

CNC>
<NC>
(-4)
(+1)
(+2)
(+2)
<NC>
CNC)
C-2>

10

(-1)

1
2
7

5
3
4

6
8

9
RANK
1
2
4
3
6

5
7
11

9
8
10

(+2)
CHANGE
CNC>
<NC>
(-1)

(+1)
C-1>
(+1)
<NC>
<-3)
<NC>
(+2)
(+l)
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Lihrary Report
The state is moving ahead with the development of the Ohio Library lnforaation
System ~OLIS>.
JS vendors ri?spQncltad ta tha s.tilta~s rf~ 'reaLt1t.•t fQr
information> and the rfp (request for proposal> to develop the 5ystetn will be
coming out in the next 5 weeks.
It i s also anticipated that the lftDney to
finance OLIS will be forthcoming from the legislature. At the direction of
Ken Pollack a committee has been formed to explain the impact of OLIS. The
committee has written letters to each of the Colleges and asked to make a
presentation regarding OLIS at College faculty meetings.
The proposed budget for the library will be coming out on Monday and will be
forwarded to the Office of the Vice President, the Council of Deans and the
Library Committee for review.
The opening of the new wing of the library appears to have cut down an the
noise problem in the library. We should see more improvement in this area as
more study space opens up on campus.
The procedure developed to allow faculty and graduate students
through the current periud1ca!s appear~ to be working quite well.

to browse

A proposed change in the constitution that will be coming before you clarifies
the role give the library committee making it clear that the committee has the
authority to review and recommend changes in the policies of all University
Libraries.
I rn-ge you to suµpnrt this proposal.

ATTACHMENT B

STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE REPORT
OP 1988-89 ACTIVITIES

Members: Cecile Cary, Alan Cooper, Aminul Islam, Larry Kurdek, Beth
Lipp, David Reynolds, Lewis Shupe, Joanne Risa£!1_,e_.r-, Shawn Anderson, Eric
Crouch, Rose Renegado, Todd Stowe, Fran Lande°f'~Chair)
The SA Committee has addressed the following:
1. Issue: Implementation of Student Evaluation of Faculty
Status: Resolved - Worked with Dr. Hathaway to insure timely
implementation of common form which had been approved by Academic
Council on 5/2/88.

2. Issue: Academic Misconduct
Status: Resolved - Worked with Joanne Risacher and the Student
Affairs Office to design and produce a brochure for general distribution.
3. Issue: Academic Mediation Policies
Status: Resolved, except for Lake campus - Committee reviewed
policies of all units and assured that each contained the elements required
per Academic Council action on 5/2/88 .
4. Issue: Photo Copy Services
Status: Resolved - A new copy card system was instituted during
December and January of 1988/89. A system for repair and maintenance of
copy machines is under continual review.
5. Issue: After Library Closing Study Space
Status: Unresolved - Several meetings with Bob Penning resulted in
promising possibilities, but nothing was put into practice during the 1988/89
academic year.
6. Issue: Academic Advising
Status: Monitoring - Worked in conjunction with Enrollment
Management Task Force to survey academic units . Indicated in minutes of
SA 3/1/89 that more student input was needed. In particular, a student
telephone survey(copy attached) was being conducted. No position on this
issue other than monitoring was decided .
7. Issue: Drop Date
Status: Unresolved - SA's supported the vote to table (6/5/89) the
drop date policy change proposed by the Enrollment Management Task
Force and would like more data from SIS upon which to make a decision.
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SA's 1988/89 Annual Report - 2
8. Issue: Closed Classes
Status: Unresolved - SA 's determined that not enough information
was available to make a decision about the issues and thus the remedies
necessary to facilitate students closed out of classes. The SA's committee
recommended to Academic Council on 5/1/89 that:
a. the colleges of Science & Math, Engineering, and Business &
Administration be charged with the task of studying their offerings
and determining the reasons for closed classes in their colleges,
b. that in Liberal Arts the history, sociology and political science
offerings be examined, and
c. that SIS extend its Spring 1989 closed class data collection to the 1989
90 academic year to provide data that show which classes close, if
and when they reopen, and how this impacts student program
planning.
9. Issue: Appeal of Decision of the Student Media Committee
Status: Pending - Dr. Nixon has taken the lead in this issue, as he
was also received a letter from the student. SA's will be involved if
deemed necessary.
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General Education, Lillie Howard:
When I sent out a memo to the faculty, what I hope will happen is
that we'll be able to get together by the spring or during spring
quarter so that we can all talk to each other.
Those of you
teaching general education, those of us interested in and
responsible for general education, so that we can together figure
out how things are going and what changes, if any are indicated.
Report is from her own perspective--a perspective that's been
informed from working on both sides of the fence:
from working
with the program in the College of Liberal Arts when it was an idea
and was later developed into a full-fledged program.
And then
seeing it from the other side, as someone who is responsible for
helping to implement the program. I will use information gathered
from L. Falkner, W. Peterson, and J. Roller, also information
that's been accumulating over the past year as we've met with a
number of people including the deans. Also information that comes
indirectly from students, as well as replies I got from some of
you.
When I recently sent out the memo asking faculty to respond to help
me make this report, I said something like "we've made marvelous
progress implementing the new program" and I said "we've made
mavelous in the past year."
Well, one faculty member, at least
took me to task for calling it marvelous saying that he would not
have used that term.
I think those of you who know me at all, know that I'm given to
optimism -- in the midst of want and despair, that I'm given to
stubborness and steadfast determination when the prevailing wisdom
is to retreat. And most importantly, that I'm given to believing
that we can accomplish anything we wish if we wish overcoming the
most
of challenges. And I believe that is, after all, what
the university faculty did back in February of 1 85 when it approved
with a resounding ovation the GE program that we currently have in
place. It is a program that puts the university ahead of the pack
with institutions of higher education across the nation. I think
its a position that in spite of our recent struggles, we
still
hold.
It was also a program that was endorsed by the national endowment
for the humanities that has been funding the implementation of this
program for the past three years.
And I think that the program,
in fact, represents the best of our collective thinking about what
all students coming to WSU should know--should have once they leave
here.
I think of the problems we have been struggling with over the past
two years have to do with that all. With education of the masses
of students who have entered our doors since the fall of 1 87 as
well as the students who were already here caught between the old

and the new GE program. In the fall of 1987 we had approximately
2,000 new freshmen. In the fall of 1988 we had approximately 2,200
new freshmen.
And in the fall of 1989, approximately 2,350 new
freshmen. So in the past two years we've seen a total increase of
21% in that new freshman class.
That sounds impressive, but
actually that represents about 400 additional students, and it
would seem that we would have been able to handle those 400
additional students with relative ease except in disciplines like
Freshman Composition and mathematics. That, however, has not been
the case.
The main reason that was not the case is because the numbers
themselves have been deceptive.
In addition to the 2, 000 new
freshmen we still had continuing students--some of them were
freshmen all the way up to seniors registering for the new courses,
and sometimes shutting out new students who needed to take those
courses. And we had an additional, what I call a glowing nebulous,
allusive group of students made up of transfer students--students
who were not new direct from high school students, but student who
may have entered the university in winter or spring of any one of
these years.
And those students increased the total number of
students to be served by general education.
So in essense, in the past three years, '87, '88, and '89, we have
been trying to offer the new GE program to three distinct groups
of students:
1.

The new freshmen who come in every fall and we hear about
them--usually those are the 2, 000 - that's the number who
usually has the 2,000 associated with it.

2.

Transfer and other students who enter the system not only in
the fall quarter but throughout the year.

3.

And the third group -- continuing students who began under the
old GE, but who are using the new GE to finish up the GE
requirements.

The total numbers then have always been higher than 2,000.
They
may even have been higher than 3,000, and maybe even closer to
4,000. Given the totality of these allusive numbers, and in spite
of the fact that we are now forcing the masses into a smaller
number of required courses (those of you who know the GE program
know that now students take certain number of courses rather than
getting to choose from the 600 or so that they could prior to 1 87).
So, we're forcing the masses into a smaller number of required
courses.
Many of these required courses have specified class
limits. So, we didn't come anywhere near serving in 1987-88 even
2,000 students, much less the 3,000 or 4,000 who needed to get into
the courses.
And, of course, we also flunked a number of students, or we can say
the students flunked so that increased the number of students who
now needed to go back through those courses that we continue to see

ourselves as offering primarily to new freshman.
The point I am
trying to make here is that is not true.
That's only one group
that we're serving. There are at least two other groups and those
groups have to be factored in when we look at what's happening with
the general education program.
So, in past years GE courses have been closed long before the
quarter starts. My office and that of others, University Division,
the Registar 1 s Office, Bill Rickert 1 s phone in the College of
Liberal Arts, Rich Millman, Walt Goulet ..•• traditionally, it's
beginning of every quarter two or three weeks we would all be
calling each other, trying to find new courses, new sections--open
up new sections, trying to find new faculty sometimes one week or
two weeks before the quarter started and I would be making what I
call little mini trips between my office and Dr. Hathaway's office
asking for resources so that we could hire those people.
This fall is the first time we haven't had to do that. And so when
I use the word marvelous in my memo to you, that's exactly what I
meant.
I think it's fantastic that ~inally we could start Fall
Quarter, 1989, have enough spaces for virtually all students
(whether there were 2,000, 3,000, whatever) for all students who
were trying to get into those courses. My phone was not ringing;
I was not calling Bill; I don't know if anybody else was. We were
not calling anybody because we were beginning to take control. And
I think that's been the most frustrating thing about the GE program
since we've tried to implement it--is that we were reacting instead
of controlling what was happening with the program.
This fall I feel that we are in a position to finally be in control
of what's happening with that program. Of course we've done that
through cooperation.
And for that I'd like to thank all of the
deans in the colleges who teach GE courses--Perry Moore, Bill
Rickert in Liberal Arts; Rich Millman in Science & Mathematics;
Walt Goulet and the Department of Economics since that department
has borne the blunt of GE in the College of Business.
I think it's very important that we came together, talked about the
problems, and agreed to work toward solutions. Now, as one faculty
member pointed out to me, we achieved the success at the expense
of the faculty.
I don't see it that way, although I understand
what the complaints are.
The complaints are that we have had to go to very large sections
in order to be in control of the program. We look at the number
of courses being offered this fall, however, and when you look at
the section sizes of those courses, you will only find very large
sections in very, very few courses.
One section of political
science, one section of sociology, all the sections of History 101
are either 60 or 90. There are large sections in the sciences as

there traditionally have been.
And so I think there is a
perception out there that suddenly the whole program has changed
in an effort to meet this demand or to arrive where we are.
And
I am just telling you that perception is not accurate at all and
that we're all taking care to make sure that that does not become
a reality.
Still, I believe you have a right to complain. We will listen and
we will try to respond as best we can as we all have to work
together to try to make this program work and I think that we will.
I wanted to talk just a few minutes about what you said directly.
I said that I would talk about the program from the outside of my
perspective, mainly looking at the numbers, looking at the
resources that are being provided.
Looking at
, looking
at the number of faculty participating, and by the way, 40% of the
faculty teaching general education this fall are full-time faculty.
That is the rank of professor, associate professor, assistant
professor, or instructor.
And I think we can commend ourselves
for that.
Actually, I thought it might be lower and I think the
perception around campus is that it is lower.
Over the year I
don't know what those numbers will be, but I'll be happy to share
them with you in the spring.
In one memo that I got from a faculty member from the College of
Liberal Arts--he calls it "being on the front." And so the comment
I will share with you now comes from you "on the front."
As I
said, a number of you complained about large class sections. Large
is a very relative term because I found faculty teaching sections
of 60 complaining just as vehemently as faculty teaching sections
of 90 or 400.
There was some concern about the elimination of writing in some
courses and what that would mean for the students. There were some
complaints about the state of the classrooms, Lou, --disrepair.
Faculty feeling uncomfortable and so knowing the students also felt
uncomfortable in the classroom.
There were complaints about having to teach large sections with
inadequate equipment and so Jim Jacobs, for example, said that the
universities provide a technical intrastructure to support large
sections and I know that to be the case and we're working on that.
There were some good comments as well. Probably the most important
for me was that people were saying "thank you for asking us what
we thought because we thought you had stopped caring or we thought
that nobody over there wanted to hear how things really were
going."
We heard comments that students seemed better prepared this fall
than two falls ago, although that was masked by faculty saying that
students were less prepared.

There were comments about adequate audio visual materials being
provided, but also complaints that the support equipment is not
enough to service all the classrooms needing such equipment. We' re
aware of that and we're working on it.
Finally, there was something Chuck Taylor said in that memo he was
talking about what was happening on the front. He said that he had
been struggling with teaching
Bakart to a student and that his
students were not responding. In fact they were calling Bakart a
fruitcake.
He was despairing, and he was in the midst of this
despair when he got my memo asking him to describe how things were
going.
And he said, "I was beginning to think that I shouldn't
include this philosopher anymore, that he was simply too much for
students. I had discussed this with a couple of other professors
and just really didn't know what to do.
This is what I call
grappling with the everyday business of teaching general education.
It's sad, but I went on to talk about another philosopher, and
after I finished talking about that philosopher, and he said I did
an exceptionally fine job of talking about him, students began to
come up to me and to bring me their notes and drafts of papers on
Seeka.
And it was because of what I said about this other
philosopher that they began to understand Bakart better and to
start to struggle with him and to say that perhaps he wasn't a
fruitcake after all."
Chuck said it was at that moment that he realized what teaching was
all about.
And it was when I read his memo that I realized what
our general education program is all about.
It is exactly about
that--struggling day-to-day with students who want to understand
and know something, wanting to give up any minute now, but finding
some reason to continue.
I think that more and more of you are doing that; I'm grateful;
we' re grateful for that. We've only heard indirectly from students
and this was
even though I invited students to comment
what
I know about what students are saying comes directly from the
University Directly and Judi Roller and the advisors.
And
apparently many students are finding the program exciting, well
worthwhile whereas two years ago they were saying, "Well, we have
to get away from this professor, he's too hard. "
Now they' re
deciding to stay with the professor, hard though he still is, for
the whole sequence--the three courses instead of one. And I think
that is gratifying.
One thing they're complaining about though is what they call "talk
or speaking professors." That's professors who lecture to them all
the time without allowing them the opportunity to comment or to
learn information different ways.
Apparently students are very
extraverted, I think is the term Judi used. That is, they want to
see and feel in order to know, and we faculty are more often
intuitive, and so we want to talk and think that students can
understand it in that way.
And if they don't, then it becomes a

student problem and not ours. I think what we are learning about
students and learning styles suggests that we have to use a number
of ways to go about that.
In closing, I would say that we've come a great distance. Things
are not going as well as some of you would like, but I think that
we will get there.
And even though Jim Jacobs talked about how
things were going and he said it may even be destroying the major
in political science, he also went on to talk about how well he was
succeeding in his section of 400 this quarter and how students,
even on the back row, were raising their hands and participating
in class discussions, and I think that's wonderful, particularly
when I compare it to a complaint what I call a
?
almost a cry
for help from another faculty member in the sciences who is
complaining about students being disruptive and disrespecteful and
walking out, reading newspapers. So, obviously, there are a number
of different experiences in the program.
We need to put them
together to see what we have and then work together to make them
better. Thank you.

Discussion:

L. Howard:

What a subcommitte of the GE committee that Dr. Hathaway put
together last year has done is to suggest a recommended freshman
curriculum. And one of our goals was to insure as much is possible
that no student would have more than one very large section during
the first year. We don't know how possible that will be, but we
do think it is possible for a student to sign up for freshman
composition, for math, for one of the sciences (even though the
lecture may be large and the lab be smaller), and then one other
course.
We •ve got responses back from the deans about that
recommended curriculum. Judi Roller has looked at it from the
University Division perspective and I think within a week or two
I'll be able to bring it back to the deans and we'll see where we
are with that. But we do want to guard against students having too
many large courses.
We know that it can be a problem and could
affect the teaching.
Comment:
I am surprised to hear that only 40% full-time faculty
are in the general ed program. Do you know what the percentage was
in the previous general ed program?
Howard:
No, I don't, and I should also add that this does not
include full-time faculty who may be teaching in substitution
courses.
For example in EC 201, 202, and 203 any of the
substitutions and the sciences or in art or music.
so, I'm sure
that number would increase.
When we talk about GE we tend to
forget about the number of courses and the number of students also
being taught elsewhere in the GE program, and I think by full-time
faculty that I was not
as I said earlier, I was pleased by that
because I think the general perception is that full-time faculty
are not interested in teaching GE and are not interested in
freshmen. And clearly, a number of faculty across the colleges,
full-time are teaching general education.
Q: What is happening in the GE program that would lead to smaller
classes and more full-time faculty teaching the general program.
It seem to me that if we're to make quality programs we need to go
not to bigger classes, but the smaller ones and we need to have
full-time faculty involved to maybe the 80 or 90% level rather
than •...• Are there any plan in reversing this trend?
Howard:
It is something that we would want to work towards, but
it is something that the faculty would have to take the leadership
ons--small classes and getting more full-time faculty involved.
One of the things that I didn't mention that I do have in my report
is the fact that even though new freshmen - that enrollment has
incrased 21% over the past two years, university enrollment itself
has remained virtually flat.
And in essense, one way to look at
it is to see new frshmen sort of carrying the university as far as
its overall enrollment goes because we figure there are 17,000
students , but had it not been for the 7% increase in new freshmen
enrollment this quarter, I think the university would have been
looking at a decrease in overall enrollment.
Now what that has

meant is that there are no new resources coming into the
institut ion. And in fact, the resources that are coming in are
coming in at the lowest subsidy level.
And until the whole
university community, especially faculty, realize that and takes
some initiative, I think moving toward the goals you mentioned, I
don't see that trend is turning around. If we were looking at it
from an enrollment management perspective, we would have to ask how
long can the institut ion continue to see this growth in new
freshmen which puts the drain on general education meaning more
sections, more faculty needing to teach, perhaps the hiring of more
adjuncts. How long can this continue with no new resources coming
into the institut ion?
And so, it is really something that the
institution, especially the faculty have to make the decision about
balancing that increase at the freshman level with retention at the
baccalaureate level.

Q:
I find it hard to understand how it can be a faculty problem
if the problem seems to be resources.
It would seem to be the
administration's responsibility. The way you have smaller classes
is to have more faculty and that means more resources.
I would
hope the administration would be able to come up with creative ways
of finding those resources and anybody can see that the faculty
would do this would mean to perhaps teach many more courses.
Howard: One example that I know of is that one department has made
a decision to shift full-time faculty, senior faculty to general
education while using adjuncts, assistant professors, and others
to teach some courses in the major. That was a local decision; it
was not, in fact we just heard about it and we were pleased to know
about it, but I understand what you're saying about more faculty
needed to teach in order to have smaller sections. The problem the
univesity is grappeling is that we don't have any more students
than we used to have and we don't understand why suddenly we have
to approach these same students in this way which means larger
sections, whatever. Actually, we have many more faculty now than
we had two years ago or even under the old GE program, and yet for
some reason, we' re not finding those faculty teaching general
education. So it's not that the faculty aren't here, it really
isn't that the resources aren't here, they are. It's simply that
the resources are being utilized in other ways which suggest again
that departments or colleges may have priorities and GE may be here
where it needs to be here. That's what I mean by it being a faculty
issue.

Q:

Is

there

some

way

of

seeking

additional

funding?

........... .. .... ...... ... . . . . . .. .. ....... ... ... . . .. . . . . . . . .. .. ..

Howard:
I think, again, that any department or college can and
should seek any resources it can.
Both within the university as
you have and also outside the university--the problem with the NIH
grant is that it only funded activities in the humanities so that
it did not affect most of the nonwestern courses and that meant
that the college, when the university needed to find other

resources to address the problems there.

Q:

Dean Moore:

could not understand (hear) the tape.

Howard: What I did, according to the information I got from Wayne
Peterson's office, there were 277 sections of general education
courses offered this fall.
A great many of those were freshman
composition. I subtracted freshman composition out, both 101 and
102, and I ended up with 210 sections in total taught this fall.
Then I added up the number of faculty that you had reported were
teaching general education, and that's why the figures are a little
slippery.
It may be a little higher than 40% because I relied
totally on information I got from the dean's office, and that
information did not include faculty teaching in GE substitution
courses.
But, of the 210 sections, 83 are taught by full-time
faculty, so I did adjust for those.
Are you saying this is primarily an issue that could be
resolved internally within colleges of shifting resources within

Q:

Howard: Yes, I think both. I think both because it is quite clear
that because the greatest number of GE courses are in Liberal Arts
that of course the greatest demand will be in Liberal Arts and just
what that shift has been when you compare the burdens, like say
under the new GE program with the burdens of the old GE program,
I don't know. I don't know just how out of proportion that is with
the new program. No, it's clear that resources have to be shifted
across the university.
One of the things that's been happening, and Perry you know this,
is that new resources coming into the university come primarily
through program excellence--the selective excellence program from
the state.
That is program excellence awards and academic
challenge awards.
So that the increase in the number of faculty
that I mentioned while ago have primarily come through academic
challenge awards. But I don't believe any department getting one
of those awards has put anybody into GE or if so, only marginal.
So, what we've done then is use the resources that were available
to shore up the majors, and I'm not saying that wasn't needed, but
I'm just describing what's happened, and those people have not
been asked at the same time to also teach in the GE program, and
that has presented a problem for the program.
B. Rickert:
In Liberal Arts, and I can't speak for the other
colleges, in the fall of 1989, take our composition, 74% of all GE
classes were taught by full-time faculty.
J. Jacob:

(Could not hear his comments)

Howard: I understand the problem and I believe it can be addressed
in a number of ways and we will be working on all those.
One
of the things that we are doing is that we are trying to bring this
room into the inventory for classrooms so that you can indeed teach

in here.
Sayer:
Hopefully,
afternoon.

with

a

larger

turnout

than

we

have

this

Comment:
I'd like to comment that the faculty committee whose
direct responsibility is general education has been on top of the
resource allocation issue for a number of years.
I happened to
have
served
on
the
GE
review
subcommittee
three
years
ago. At that time the committee wrote Dr. Hathaway a detailed memo
regarding the allocation of the resources regarding the writing
component of the GE
and the necessity of holding class sizes
to small sizes if one realistically expected writing to be assigned
and graded throughout the gen ed •.•••••••••.••• (could not hear)
Howard: We're aware of that and I know the president wants to get
up and make his report ••..•• Going back to the other side of the
fence, when a significant writing component was suggested as a part
of every GE course, it was not uniformly embraced by faculty. Now
that it has been there and has been eliminated in some very large
sections, I understand the outcry from some faculty.
The truth
though is that writing remains a requirement and
great books
in every class that's 60 and under and that includes Great
Books, it includes all of the science and math courses, it includes
the economics courses. The only place it's been eliminated is when
there's a section size that goes over 60.
So it's not nearly as
uniform or as bad as the perception is.
Plus, we hope, we' re
moving forward writing across the curriculum and I hope that the
fervor you feel for writing in general education will be met by the
fervor you feel writing across the curriculum in the major.
We all want the same thing.
It's just obvious that we're gonna
have to do more with what we got.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . .. . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

I think that implementing it in a variety of ways as we have to
will teach us new things about the program itself, and I think we
can do it. I think we can.

1/- 11/-87
President Mulhollan:
Thanks to Lillie for a very informative and candid report. Can't
add very much to it except to remind everyone that in fact during
the past three years since we've been attempting to implement the
general education program that a very heavy share, well over 50%,
of all the augmentation money available has, in fact, gone directly
into the support of additional instruction in general education.
This, at a time when the total number of student credit hours being
taught within the university has not increased.
That is, we are
not
teaching
any
more
student
credit
hours
today,
not
appreciatable,
than we were three years ago.
The difference is
we're teaching more of them to freshmen, sophomore, general
education, lowest subsidy model courses, and much fewer of them to
advanced students in even smaller sections.
And by far, the
majority of general education sections are small sections or small
by comparison to most places and I think it is a tribute to the
faculty that they have believed in the program so thoroughly that
they have made adjustments as necessary to serve the students'
interests f irst--and I want to particularly want to commend
Professor Jacob who, as a department chair, might have assigned
that duty on to somebody else, but who assumed himself the burden
of teaching 400 and to go even further, there is plenty evidence
around the world in pedagogical research to suggest that when
taught by somebody like Jim Jacob the teaching/learning process in
a class of 400 is as good as it is in a class of 30. And I have
high faith that when we are assigning people in large sections, we
are in fact staffing it with professors who are capable of
producing that outcome and I think the best testimony to that is
that we are receiving very little in the way of student complaint
about the general education program despite some of the
bureaucratic problems, that is the registration problems, etc.
that they have encountered in terms of taking the courses.
The general education core now is much more rigid, not no value
judgement attached to that, but more rigidly prescribed than the
previous cafeteria system.
It is much more rigorous in terms of
the breadth that one ends up having to cover, and I think in terms
of the expectations of the faculty, for completing those courses.
And yet I talk to large numbers of students in informal
circumstances on a regular basis and I hear almost no substantive
complaints from the students about the new general education
program.
So I think they have accepted the desireability of the
core that you so faresightedly prescribed in 1985 and I think we
have every reason, you have every reason to be proud of having set
off upon that course and for doing as well as you clearly have been
doing in terms of honoring the commitment.
It is realizing the
outcome to those of you who crafted it invision when you did so
now nearly 5 years ago.
I want to thank Professor Sayer and the Steering Cammittee for
giving me guidance on what kinds of things they wanted to hear
about today.
They gave me a list of four topics upon which they
would like to hear some information and I will indeed dwell on each

of those.
But I want also to mention a few of what I regard as
very pleasant and very optimistic elements of the fall quarter
which is now too rapidly coming to an end and which indicate that
while there are clearly disappointments, there are clearly areas
in which all of us perhaps need to be doing better, there are an
awful lot of good things going on around here too and that progress
does take place.
One area which many of you participated directly in, and which
could never have been accomplished without you, and which,
indcidentally had a lot to do with what Lillie described as an
optimistic outcome in terms of the enrollment for the fall quarter
in general education was the new day and half long summe
orientation program for new students which took place in the
summer.
This summer, for the first time, under Dr. Nixon's leadership we
utilized as some of you have personal reasons to know an
orientation session which brought students and their parents to the
campus for not only a day, but a night in which they stayed in
university housing, and a second day during which they were advised
and registered in their fall quarter courses so that they had
confidence at that point that they knew they were going to be able
to get the schedule that their advisor had suggested that they
start with.
During the summer program we had on campus for that orientation
approximately 2,000 new freshmen students and in excess of 1,000
parents, closed to 1100 parents.
In fact, one or another of the
orientation sessions apparently reached all but about 250 of this
fall's new students--extremely high percentage.
Of the new
freshmen who went through the summer orientation program which is
almost entirely freshmen, 96% remained registered for a full
schedule of courses on the 14th day reporting.
That's an
extraordinarily high maintenance level for students who were
telling us they were coming here early June or July, and then did
so,
through their registration,(remember they didn't have to
pay their fees until August) and then they entered classes and were
still here when the data was reported on the 14th day. So there's
no question, that in terms of acclimating new freshmen to the
campus, int terms of setting up an initial bond that carries them
into their first quarter of academic work, that the new orientation
system works.
There may still be some holes in it, in the sense
that we may be missing transfers and some other sorts of new
students that we need to figure out ways to bring into the system,
but if we can continue to get those students to come to the campus,
it is clear that the service they get here from our staff, the
advise they get here from our faculty, have in fact turned out to
make a big difference and that is a difference in a positive
direction.
It is also true that we sometimes underestimate, in my judgment,
the quality of our academic progrms.
And I may be the only
presidesnt in the country who really likes to have professional

accrediting organizations on campus. And the reason I like to have
professional accrediting organizations on campus is that at least
since I've been here we have never had a visit from any of them
that was unpleasant. And, in fact, they typically go away saying
how amazed they are at the level of quality that they find, and how
impressed they are with our students, with the performance of our
graduates as they have been tracked by various departments, and by
the scholarly and other kinds of activity of our faculty. That has
happened again this fall in just the past few days from a most
unlikely accrediting organization.
One that presidents love to
hate--The
Assembly
of
Collegiate
Colleges
of
Business
Administration.
That
organization
is
noted
for
its
unreasonableness, but in the case of its visit to our College of
Business and Administration, the visitors were quite !auditory in
their praise of the program in most respects.
This does not
guarantee any kind of outcome because in that particular
organization, the team doesn't make any decisions; they simply
report data and the council itself, subsequently takes action
sometime 8 or 9 months off in the future. But the team who visited
here was a very high quality team made up of deans from good places
and places that were similar in philosophy to ours including the
chief financial officer of the major oil company and their report,
as related to me in their exit interview, again substantiated the
tradition now firm that everytime one of these groups comes in I
feel good as they go away that they have discovered great quality
here and they are most impressed with what you're doing.
Other developments that I think you may be interested in that
perhaps fall somewhat outside your immediate activities and
therefore your immediate knowledge, have to do with the progress
on the new Engineering Building.
That building is now in its final design phase and the architects
promise that it will go to the State in a timely fashion so that
bids can be solicited very early in the year 1990, contract can
perhaps be let by the early spring (March/April) and that
construction can, therefore, begin immediately in 1990 and that the
project is phased in such a way that the building will be ready for
occupancy for the fall quarter of 1991. That is a very fact track
for an Ohio building but it's being done because of the very
skillful way that the faculty and the administration in the College
of Engineering and Computer Science have worked to program the
building efficiently and to meet all of the architects deadlines,
and thus keep it on track.
As you know, we obligated ourselves to raise a minimum of 2 million
dollars to add to those state funds which go into that building.
We have been running that campaign at a very low-level of
visibility partly because of the preference of certain donors, but
I can tell you here, although not dealing in specifics, that we
have oversubscribed our goal and that we have made particular
progress in acquiring the support of businesses related to the
aerospace industry which have never supported, not only have never
supported Wright State University, but to my knowledge never

supported any nonprofit organization in the Dayton area.
Those
corporations alone, which frequently don't belong to the local
Chamber of Commerce, and which are branch office operations with
20 employees or 25 employees--not a sizeable organizations have
commited cash contributions well in excess of 600,000. We offered
them opportunities to give named or to have classrooms named for
their company for donations of $20,000, and at present Jim, are we
fully subscribed or do you have one classroom left?
I think we
have one classroom not yet named under that program. And these are
all companies, so far as I know have never given to anybody in this
area and they are therefore making an investment in the university
and to the College of Engineering and Computer Science.
And I
think that is a great tribute to the college and also a very
hopeful sign for our own development in the future.
A couple of other items just in passing ••..• whch you might not
be aware.....
A number of faculty individually and students
individually have come to me through the past year and asked what
the university was doing and further, what we might do in the area
of recycling of various kinds of wastes. In fact, the university
has for years conducted a rather low visibility program of
recycling a number of things and of buying recycled products, but
we have not for some time had a university-wide consideration of
what might be our most appropriate stance with regard to that very
important issue.
As a result of the interest displayed by so many individuals, I
have appointed a task force, chaired by Professor Tim Wood in the
Department of Biological Sciences, made up of faculty, staff, and
students which is going to examine the opportunities which may
exist in recycling and to look into the implications into those
opportunities and ultimately to report probably near the current
academic year on what ways the university might improve its
citizenship with regard to the recycling of various kinds of waste
materials.
In addition, and finally, before turning to those issues the
Steering Committee has asked me to address, I want to call you
attention to this button that I am wearing and I don't see very
many of them around here. I want to see more --there's one right
up there. This is in the category of bad news/good news. But I'd
like to emphasize the good news part.
All of you are aware that
during the past year to 18 months there
has been an alarming
increase of ratially inspired incidents on campuses across the
United States. Sometimes those have taken the form of various acts
of violence, but more frequently they have been simply activities
that were offensive to many or most of the communities and were
detrimental to individuals in a number of very important ways.
Early in this academic year we experienced a modest violence of
such incidence when leaflets offensive to minorities and to most
of our community were placed in student mailboxes.
one instance
on automotive windshields in parking lots, and ocassionally pinned
up on public bulletin boards.
Those who engage in the kind of

offensive activities I've been describing must not be allowed to
speak for Wright State University because they do not represent a
significant number of students nor of faculty or staff at the
university. The students, our students, black and white students
themselves, have responded by creating an awareness program which
they designate as I'm Mad -- making a difference by accepting
differences. They are going to schedule a rally on behalf of unity
next Monday in the quad at noon and a forum on the subject next
Monday evening in this room at 7 o'clock. They need your help and
support if by nothing more than by speaking out to let yourself be
heard that you do not join those few who would speak for all of us.
We don't know how many members there are in the organization which
takes credit, credit? for these activities, but they are pitifully
few and the only way to make clear to our students and the public
at large that they do not speak for the institution is for those
of us who feel differently to speak out. So I urge you to do that
in classes, I urge you to do that in various interchanges you have
with students in all areans, I urge you to attend the rally and the
forum if you have an opportunity to do so, and I urge you to
continue steadfast to the institution's stated commitment that this
will be a campus in which people of all races, cultural
backgrounds, and all levels of distinction, can find comfort and
can be a part of a community of learning of which requires the
equility and civility of all people.
We can do that in this
instance and we need your help and I earnestly solicit your giving.

The four issues that Jim asked me to talk about are the current
health care situation, that is how our new health care system is
functioning, and what changes, if any, are contemplated for next
year; the status to our move to a more smoke-free environment; any
significant or consequential budget items; and an update on the
impact of early retirement and its implications for the future.
Health Care
I wish I could tell you more about the health care
system and how it is functioning. I had hoped and really expected
that by now which is one full month past the full quarter of the
new fiscal year that we would begin to be able to see what the
impact of the changes made in the current year's program have been.
But unfortunately that does not turn out to be the case.

I can give you some data that you may find interesting, but I don't
think we can say that it means anything yet in terms of what impact
it has on the institut ion' s general heal th care costs.
For
example:
As a result of the changes initiated in July,
approximately 400 employees (not faculty, all employees eligible
for health coverage -- which means all employees 51% or more)

approximately 400 employees changed from family coverage to single
coverage.
The number of total people covered remained about the
same, but now the balance is that about 1100 of those are family
coverage and about a few over 800 are single coverage.
Now that
might suggest that the claim record would change because clearly
you're not paying claims now for a lot of spouses and children who
were formerly covered and who are not now covered because of the
change, but at least through the first four months it is hard to
tell what that impact yet is going to be.
Now part of that is
because we are still getting some claims paid for treatment that
occurred before July 1. There is no way to part that out. So one
reason it is preliminary is that it is still colored by that early
month - July and August a lot of claims come from earlier months,
but in fact, the claims paid, the number of dollars going back to
individuals in July of 1 89 was 391 thousand dollars.
It was 302
thousand in August, 443 thousand dollars in September and that
compares to much
lower figures a year ago:
$132,000 in July;
$191,000 in September, excuse me -- almost no claims in July
because we changed companies - $132,00 in August and $191,000 in
September. That doesn't look real good.
Now, comes along October and you suddenly have a 180 degree change.
Claims paid in October of 1 89:
$217,000 against $380,000 a year
ago, so that looks like a major change in the right direction, but
it's one month. We don't know if that is an anomoly, whether it
is finally the new system is taking hold, don't know, but for
whatever interest it is that is the only data that can be provided.
Keep in mind that the deductibles, co-insurance which have been in
place since July, have been put in place through 1990. So that no
change will occur in that portion of the coverage through the
entire next calendar year and we will really, I suspect, find out
what the whole impact of the program is until we have had a year
in which the full cost of deductibles have been paid in a normal
calendar process so that we get the full impact of the claims that
are made.
We've looked carefully at what is going on around Ohio and while
it is extremely difficult to compare insurance policies, and if any
of you have ever served on a committee which tried to evaluate
proposals for insurance, the first thing you find out is, there is
no way to do it because they are never comparable. They change one
little variable and that blows the whole comparison. That's what
happens when you look at the benefit programs at various
institut ions.
But I can give you some sort of vague summary,
generalized summary for whatever use it is to you.
There are 14 public institutions in Ohio with benefit programs.
Thirteen of those are State universities and the 14th one is the
Medical College of Toledo which is organized and operates like an
independent four-year institution although it offers only degrees
in medicine.
Of those, six make some charge to employees for at
least family coverage and eight do not. We are one of the six, we

charge you only for family coverage.
The range of charges among
those six which charge is from $13.50 up to $80.00 a month. WSU
at $25.00 is the second lowest among that six.
Of the six, four
charge both singel coverage members and family members and two,
including WSU, do not.
As you will recall, we went last year to
a deductible of $200
single and $400 family.
The deductibles
range so widely as to make it difficult to compare.
There are
still five plans at $100 and $200, but there are several that now
charge by the person, typically $100 or $150 a person, so if you
have 3 or 4 kids, your deductible might be as much as $600-$750
total and there are now one at a hundred and fifty-three hundred
and 4 at $200 and $400 the same place we are.
The one area in which there is the most common ground is that 12
of the 14 have the co-insurance rate of 80% as WSU does, 2 still
have 90%.
Then when you get to the co-pay maximums it is even
worse than the deductibles. As you know, we went to 6 & 1200 last
year ($600 single and $1200 family) there are three including us
at that.
There are 2 which are $1000 a person, there are 3 at
$400-$800. There is 1 at $400 a person, there is 1 at $800-$1600;
there is one at $600-$1800; and there is one with no maximum. So
that you pay the co-insurance on up to I guess forever.
Putting all that together, and arrange it anyway you want to, I
would have to conclude that what is says is that basically, we fall
just about in the middle. We certainly are not the most generous,
I would say there are 3 or 4 plans that are more generous than
ours. There are also 3 or 4 that are clearly less generous than
ours. And there are anothe 4 of 5 pretty much about where we are
or pretty much in the mid range.
I did appoint, as announced last spring, a task force of faculty
and staff to monitor the benefits questions on an on-going basis
that task force has been meeting regularly since July 1. Every bit
of information that we acquire on the benefit subject is shared
with them and as we get closer to a point when any decision has to
be made on the matter, we will share all the analyses that are
available at that time.
I am hoping that by the end of the six month experience we will be
able to see something that looks like a trend, that can be used
to predict more than just a random possibility about the future.

Smoke-Free Environment
Smoke-free environment can be handled
fairly promptly.
As you recall, the move toward a smoke-free
environment was a student initiative which I personally have
embraced and called a task force into being last year made up of
a numer of constituencies:
faculty, staff, and student to
recommend how that might be effectively done. Your elected vice
president was one of its stalwart members despite his known

proclivity for dying at an early age.
It turned out to be much
more difficult to move to the recommendations of the task force
than I had initially thought.
I got the recommendations that
looked reasonable to me and I said to the task force and others,
"We' re going to do this, we' re going to do what the task force
recommended." It turns out it is not that easy.
For one thing,
part of what they recommended was a series of educational programs
to aid those who wish to stop smoking and it took us a number of
weeks (longer than it should have it seems to me) to do the
research on what kinds of programs were available, what the cost
was, whether they could be delivered locally, etc. There are also
physical plant problems associated with the change. Since most of
our university is not designed for venting individual rooms into
the outdoors, or for that matter for sequestering any sizeable
portions of any of the buildings from any other sizeable portion
of the building. As a matter of fact, if you smoke in your office,
the way our recycling of air works in most buildings, you are in
fact polluting the atmosphere for passive smokers--you•re giving
passive smokers problems outside your office and that is
unfortunate, but it is a reality.
What we're going to do is begin next month, December, I realize
December is not a good time--we•re not going to try to launch it
in a major way in December, but in a major way in January to offer
a series of different self-help programs on campus. These will be
offered for the most part by non-profit national foundations,
particularly the American Cancer Association and the American Lung
Association.
We will subsidize participation by faculty or staff members in
those workshops.
They typically-- some of them are very
inexpensive, some of them cost up to $50. We will pay the cost of
the faculty person who wishes to enroll in any of those and who
presents a certificate saying that he or she completed it. We will
also subsidize up to 1/2 of the cost of a spouse who wishes to
attend that course at the same time on the assumption that if a
spouse smokes it makes it more difficult for an individual in the
family to stop smoking.
We'll run those programs concurrently and serially through January,
February, and March.
And then on April 1 will move to the
generally smoke-free environment which was recommended by the task
force last year.
That will mean that there will be no smoking except in designated
smoking area, at least one of which will be designated ine each
building.
It will allow smoking to continue in private offices.
That will be our stance and we'll see how that works, but we'll
continue to monitor the progress, because it is clear that there
are very serious wellness issues associated with smoking that have
a financial impact on the university and have a significant impact
on the comfort of large numbers of students, faculty, and staff
throughout the institution.

Significant or Consequential Budget Items.
We don't know much
yet about anything having to do with the operating budget because
the Board of Regents has not yet decided the extent to which it can
fund 100% of our current enrollment level. Law in Ohio is a little
bit unusual in that it has a proviso that if the funding from the
legislature is insufficient to fund all of the formula(?) that the
Board of Regents is obligated first to fund all the enrollment of
a year ago and then fund a percentage of the growth between the two
years.

We have asked the Board of Regents staff people to tell us what
that means in the current year in dollars and cents and what they
have said is that they have not yet analyzed all of the 14 day
reports, but that they believe that the appropriation will allow
the funding of somewhere between 1/3 and 2/3 of the growth. That
is all of the previous year but 1/3 or 2/3 of the next growth
(?).
What that means in terms of WSU's budget is that we face a
probable shortage in the budget, shortage in revenue compared to
budget, of between $250,000 - $400,000.
Fortunately, we had a
slight surplus, slight over-realization in revenue, that is revenue
from student collections, which was set off against that, but it
appears right now is if things happen as they have been announced,
that we will be between, somewhere between $150,000-$300,000 short
of realizing the revenue which was projected in our current
operating year budget.
Now what that does in effect, is add to the savings target that we
start the year with.
This year that savings target was about a
million dollars so it will increase that savings target by about
25%. I don't think that's a problem unless we have a disasterous
winter in terms of the cost of heating, snow removal, etc.
or
unless we have some other contingency which doesn't now appear on
the horizon. That should not threaten our ability to operate in
the black during the year, but it is not going to make available
a wide variety of additional money either. And until that decision
is made, we're not going to know anything about next year because
next year obviously rests upon this year and one doesn't happen
until the other.
We also don't know as of today, and again I had hoped that we might
but we don't, anything about the capital budget which is much
closer in terms of its immediacy. The Board of Regents staff will
recommend to the Board of Regents a capital budget at its meeting
in Decembe, but as of today we do not have a recommendation from
the Board, we don't have an indication from the Board as to what
they're going to recommend for WSU.
We did have a draft earlier in summer about which we have visited
with the chancelor and his staff, and I can give you, I think, its
outlines but I do not want to include this in any kind of media
information because it is purely and simply speculation based on
nothing more than conversation at this time, but it appears certain

that the Board will recommend its promised Phase II of the
Engineering & Computer Science Building. That's a little inexcess
of 4 millin dollars (4.2 million dollars)
- will bring the total
state funds in that building to 19 million dollars then the add on,
the private funds that go beyond that to make possible the 155
thousand square feet currently under design.
In addition, they are going to recommend, I feel certain, all of
the renovations in Fawcett and Engineering & Math Science which
will be made necessary by the departure of engineering from those
buildings and the reoccupation of those buildings by various
departments from Science & Mathematics.
So that the renovation
projects that are required to make that transition, to make those
two buildings useable for the College of Science & Mathematics,
solutions of its space problems apparently are solidly provided
for.
In fact, on a somewhat excellerated schedule I am happy to
say.
Finally, the Board is going to recommend, I feel certain,
4
million dollars for
our Student Services complex.
The student
services complex is in fact the present Physical Education Building
thoroughly renovated.
We have pledged existing resources in the
fund balances of our auxiliary services, Bookstore, Housing,
University Center to supplement the State appropriation, make
possible a renovation of the Physical Education Center into what
on most campuses would be called a Student Union. And we also, I
think, will have money with this appropriation to add space in that
building by extending out on what is now the baseball field and
making provision in that building for most of those services which
the students have to partake of in order to attend school-
Admission, Registration, Financial Aid, Student Employment in a
one-stop shopping atmosphere. That is our goal and I believe that
(conversation changed to the second tape)
to the legislature in January and is the main business of the
legislative session which starts that month. I was at Portsmouth,
OH, yesterday for the inauguration of the new president at Shawnee
State and a long visit with Vern Wright, Speaker of the House, and
he promised one and all present that the action on the capital
bill would be completed by April 1. And when Mr. Wright says it
you can usually put it in the bank. I suspect it will be done by
April 1.
We wil then know. We'll know much better when we know
what the Regent's staff is recommending to the Board and whether
that will come -- it almost has to come sometime this month, but
we do not have it at this time.

Early Retirement. I don't know what you want to know about early
retirement but I can give you the gross figures. The cost of our
early retirement incentive plan for both faculty and staff was
almost exactly 5 million, two-hundred and eighty thousand dollars.
As you know, that can be paid out over the period of the buy out,

which in this case was five years.
That comes with an interest
cost of--they differ a little bit --7 3/4 on faculty and 7 1/2 on
the staff retirement, but at any rate the total interest which is
going to be involved in paying it off in five years is $720,000.
So if you add the two together, it comes to within a few dollars
of precisely 6 million dollars in terms of cost to the university
for the early retirement buyout.
We had hoped originally that we could pay that off over five years
through the savings in salaries which were accumulated by hiring
junior people in most instances when senior people retire.
No
faculty position disappeared as a result of the early retirement
program, but many of them were changed in the level of salary
support.
As a result, we're able to pay off right at a million dollars a
year. We made a small payment in 1 87 and 1 88, but forget that
••••• right at a quarter of a million dollars. The bottom line is
that is is going to take us 5 1/2 years to pay off the 6 million
dollars, so that we should pay off the final costs of the program,
effective last year, by the midpoint of 1993-94 and at that time,
the bulk of the money which we' re using to pay off that early
retirement will be available for reinvestment--it' s continuing
money--in anything that we want to invest it in at that time--new
faculty, equipment, supplies, travel, whatever.
How that impacts the possibility of a reopining of an early
retirement window I can't really say. I can say that the Board of
Trustees has not at this point discussed it. This data that I have
given you is more current than they've had an opportunity to see,
but it will be shared with them at their meeting which takes place
the week after Thanksgiving. I would certainly doubt that an early
retirement window will reopen anytime until a sizeable amount of
this indebtedness has been paid off. I don't know what I mean by
a sizeable amount of the indebtedness, but certainly I would think
we would probably have to get through this and next year before
they would be likely to consider adding to that outstanding burden,
but it is not at all unreasonable they might do so about that time
-plus or minus a year. I think the program was succssful. It gave
a lot of people an opportunity to undertake new activities that
they found attractive, some of your colleagues that formerly served
with you are doing new and exciting things. At the same time it
will, when it is paid off, give the university the opportunity to
invest that money in whatever areas of greatest emphasis and
importance that exists at that time and will be done when the time
runs out.

There was a discussion, but it was not loud enough to be picked up
on the tape.

Mulhollan: Unfortunately, Dr. Hathaway is on a trip with the Air
Force Day. He could answer it in detail.
I think the answer is
very little at this point because we were unable to control,
obviously, where the retirement took place and what really happened
is that the place where the colleges took place were in fact
Liberal Arts and Education very heavily, so that the impact of the
retirements were pretty much localized in those places to start
with and I believe that maybe with only a very modest exception
that the reality is that all of the positions were replaced in the
colleges where the retirements took place, but that the dean was
left to decide, along withever advisory system existed there, as
to whether they were replaced in the same department or not.
Perry is nodding as if that's accurate; I think that is accurate
across the university.
Lillie is nodding also, so I didn't get
it too far wrong anyway.
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I.

The Fall Quarter General Faculty Meeting was called to order at
3:30 p.m. by University Faculty Vice-President James Sayer.

II.

The minutes of the Spring Quarter General Faculty Meeting of May
9, 1989, were approved with the following modifications:
Page 3, paragraph 9:
Intellectual Property Policy. In the spring of 1988 the
Academic Council approved a patent and copyright policy.
It is now being reviewed by a patent attorney.

III.

committee Reports:
A. Faculty Vice President,

James Sayer:

1. President Mulhollan • s 5th Year Review. J. Sayer encouraged
everyone to respond to the questionnaire of President
Mulhollan's fifth year review.
The University Faculty
Office will collect this data through Friday, November 17.
2. Committee Reports.
Mr. Sayer reported that committee
reports have been kept to a minimum at this meeting because
they are detailed in each month's minutes of the Academic
Council.
a. student Affairs committee/Faculty Affairs committee 
Drop Date Issue at Wright state University.
The
Student Affairs Committee and the Faculty Affairs
Cammittee are jointly continuing to analyze the proposal
that was originally offered to the Academic Council last
spring in terms of modifying the drop date at Wright
State University.
In the next couple of weeks, a
special subcommittee composed of members of both Faculty
Affairs and student Affairs will meet to propose
recommendations to the two parent committees.
Once
agreement has been met at that level, a final
recommendation will be sent to the Academic Council as
soon as possible--most likely in the early part of the
winter quarter.
b. Faculty Affairs is also looking at other items. They
are continuing to look at the viability and the
feasibility of the creation of the senior instructor
rank at Wright State.
Faculty Affairs is also in the last stages of preparing
a proposed policy and procedure document pertaining to
sexual harassment and discrimination. The document is
being reviewed by a number of people and
will be
presented to the Academic Council at its next meeting,
November 27, 1989.
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c. Faculty Vice President-Elect Nominations. Mr. Sayer
urged those faculty who would like the opportunity to
serve their colleages as Faculty Vice President to start
planning for it and to submit an application at the
·-·-·University--Facul-ty-.. Office. ·-A _very _ spec.ific deadline
will be announced early in the winter quarter whereby
a person must announce his/her intention of seeking this
position,
and a formal election will be held in the
spring. Rudy Fichtenbaum will be succeeding James Sayer
as Vice President after the Spring General Faculty
Meeting. At that time the announcement will be made as
to who will be working with him as Faculty Vice
President-Elect.
d. Faculty Exchange Program with central state University.
Representative McLinn approached President Mulhollan
(WSU) and President Thomas (CSU) and requested the two
universities explore the possibility of working on a
faculty exchange program. The exploratory meetings have
proven quite positive. Further meetings and discussions
will be held involving the different deans of both
campuses, the members of the Boards of Trustees, as
well as faculty from both campuses.
The current hope
is that the faculty exchange can be initiated by Fall
Quarter, 1990. Once all the procedures are worked out,
Dr. Huston, President of the Central state Faculty
Senate, will be invited to speak with the WSU Academic
Council. James Sayer will speak with the Faculty Senate
at Central State University. More information will be
available following further meetings after the first
part of the year.
B. General Education,

Lillie Howard.

A report was given as to how the university is meeting the
demand for general education courses. It was noted that
beginning with the Fall Quarter, 1989, the university is
finally meeting the course demand for general education
courses. Lillie Howard wished to thank the deans and faculty
involved for their cooperativeness. It was noted that there
were two Liberal Arts courses that had enrollments of 400
while many other sections were in the 60-90 student range.
The faculty teaching the large classes felt that they were
succeeding.
The university will continue to look at the
resource allocation for general education. Writing across the
curriculum remains a requirement, and the university will move
forward in this endeavor.
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c. central Administration,

Paige Mulhollan.

1. The four issues that the president commented on were Health
·~ Car,e .,,_smoke-.F.ree..Environment, . Significant Budge.t Items, and
Early Retirement.

a. Health Care.
In reviewing the health plans of the
state-assisted universities, Wright State falls in about
the middle in regard to coverage. It was too early in
the year to truly predict what our insurance costs will
become this year.
b. smoke-Free Environment. The smoke-free environment will
take place on April 1, 1990.
In the meantime, the
university will introduce and subsidize programs to help
faculty and staff menbers to quit smoking.

c. significant Budget Items.
At this point in time the
university does not know if the Board of Regents will
fund 100% of the university's current enrollment level.
Also at this time, it appears that the university's
budget will be in the black at the end of the year.
With reference to capital expenditures, it is hoped that
the Board will approve phase II of the Engineering and
Computer Science Building, renovations to Fawcett Hall
and the Engineering & Math Science Building, and a
student service complex.
d. Early Retirement. The early retirement plan cost the
university $5,280,000. These monies will be paid over
the period of the buy-out which was, in this case, five
years. With the interest costs of $720,000 over five
years, the total cost was
$6, ooo, ooo.
The program
costs should be paid off by the midpoint of 1993-94, and
at that time the bulk of money which the university is
using to pay off the early retirement will be available
for reinvestment. At this time the Board of Trustees
have not discussed the reopening of an early retirement
window.
IV.

Old Business:

v.

New Business:

None

A. Approval of candidates for Auqust and December 1989 Graduation
(List on file in the Reqistrar•s Office).
A motion was made, seconded, and approved to approve the
candidates for August and December 1989 graduation.
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B. Approval of Resolution:
"The wso faculty reaffirms its constitutional right to decide
the academic calendar in consultation with the President of
the .university . following due deliberation and a vote of the
faculty. 11
Discussion:
resolution.
VI.

Announcements:

Rubin Battino requested withdrawal of this
Being no objection, the item was withdrawn.
None

Discussion:

A question was asked as to the status of the
salary inequity policy. J. Sayer noted that the document was
approved at the June Academic Council meeting.
It was
referred to Vice President Hathaway for transmittal to the
Board of Trustees' Academic Affairs Committee, and then on to
the Board. President Mulhollan noted that the Board approved
a policy at its October meeting.

VII. Adjournment:
The meeting adjourned at 5:25 p.m.
The Spring
Quarter University Faculty Meeting is scheduled for Tuesday,
February 13, 1990, in the Medical School Auditorium (120 Medical
Sciences), 3:30-5:30 p.m.
LF:jl

